REMARKS 



Claims 9, 15 and 42-48 have been amended. Claims 1-48 remain pending in the 
application. Reconsideration of the present case is earnestly requested in light of the 
following remarks. 

Objections : 

The Examiner objected to claim 15 because of an informality. Claim 15 has been 
amended to address this issue. 

Section 102(b) Rejection : 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-48 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Mendez et al. (U.S. Patent 6,023,708) (hereinafter "Mendez"). Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection in light of the following remarks. 

Regarding claim 1, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Mendez fails to 
disclose a server that is configured to plug a converter module into a framework 
configured to accept one or more pluggable modules. The Examiner cites Mendez' s 
global translator 122 to provide this feature of claim 1. In Mendez, a server stores files in 
a global format on a global server. More specifically, Mendez discloses "the global 
server 106 maintains the workspace data 120 in a format, referred to as a 'global format,' 
which is selected to be easily translatable by the global translator 122 to and from Format 
A and to and from Format B" (4:11-14). Applicants note that the Examiner has not 
provided any pertinent citation in Mendez that discloses the global translator is a 
pluggable converter module. In fact, Applicants submit that Mendez fails to disclose 
pluggable modules at all, let alone a server configured to plug a converter module into a 
framework. Applicants also submit that Mendez nowhere discloses a framework 
configured to accept one or more pluggable modules. Applicants also note that the 
Examiner has not provided any pertinent citation regarding the framework recited in 
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claim 1. Thus, Mendez fails to disclose wherein the server is further configured to plug a 
converter module into a framework configured to accept one or more pluggable modules. 

Applicants remind the Examiner that anticipation requires the presence in a single 
prior art reference disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim . M.P.E.P 2131; Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. American 
Hoist & Derrick Co., 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The identical invention must 
be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the claims. Richardson v. Suzuki Motor 
Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). For at least the reasons above, the rejection 
of claim 1, and those claims dependent therefrom, is not supported by the cited art and 
removal thereof is respectfully requested. 

Regarding claim 3, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Mendez fails to 
disclose a converter module that is configured to exclude one or more format 
features of the document in the server format from the document in the small device 
format. With regard to claim 3, the Examiner quotes "the format B in the terminal 102 is 
different from the format A in the Global Server" from Mendez, and further cites 3:42-56 
which recites: 

The remote terminal 102 stores service engines 154 for maintaining 
workspace data 116, which may include information common with 
information in the workspace data 136. The workspace data 116 is 
maintained in a format, referred to as Format B, which may be different 
from Format A. Format B is also based on the service engines 154 that 
create the workspace elements. For example, if one of the service engines 
154 is the Internet Explorer. TM. web browser (not shown), then the 
bookmarks (not shown) created therewith are maintained in Format B. 
Although Format B is being described as a single format, one skilled in the 
art knows that Format B actually includes a format for each information 
type. Further, the workspace data 116 also includes version information 
150 similar to version information 255 described below with reference to 
FIG. 2. 

Mendez further discloses information types with regard to Format A: "Format A 
actually includes a format for each information type, e.g., there will be a Format A for 
bookmarks, a Format A for files, a Format A for calendar data, a Format A for e-mails, 
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etc." (3:35-40). Applicants submit that the file formats in Mendez, e.g., file format A and 
file format B, and the information types, e.g., bookmarks, files, calendar data, e-mails, 
etc., are not the format features of the document recited in claim 1. Furthermore Mendez 
fails to disclose, either in the cited section or anywhere else, exclusion of format features 
of the document, or, even further, the converter module performing this exclusion. Thus, 
Mendez fails to disclose wherein the converter module is further configured to exclude 
one or more format features of the document in the server format from the document in 
the small device format. 

For at least the reasons above, the rejection of claim 3 is not supported by the 
prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. 

Independent claims 29 and 42 include similar limitations as claim 1, and so the 
above arguments apply with equal force to claims 29 and 42. Furthermore, as shown 
above in regard to claim 3, the cited art does not disclose excluding one or more format 
features of the office document from the small device document. Thus, for at least the 
reasons provided above, the rejection of claims 29 and 42, and those claims dependent 
therefrom, is not supported by the prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. 

Claim 16 has similar limitations as claim 1, and so the above arguments regarding 
claim 1 apply with equal force to claim 16. Furthermore, claim 16 recites: a framework 
configured to receive pluggable converter modules configured to convert documents 
in one or more office document formats to and from one or more small device 
document formats and plug one of the converter modules into the framework. As 
argued above, Mendez fails to disclose a pluggable converter module. Also, as indicated 
above, Mendez fails to disclose plugging one of the converter modules into the 
framework. Moreover, Applicants also submit that Mendez fails to disclose a framework 
configured to receive pluggable converter modules (plural). Thus, Applicants submit 
that Mendez fails to disclose a framework configured to receive pluggable converter 
modules configured to convert documents in one or more office document formats to and 
from one or more small device document formats. 
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For at least the reasons above, the rejection of claim 16, and those claims 
dependent therefrom, is not supported by the prior art and removal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants submit the application is in condition for allowance, and an prompt 
notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 

If any extension of time (under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136) is necessary to prevent the 
above referenced application from becoming abandoned, Applicants hereby petition for 
such extension. If any fees are due, the Commissioner is authorized to charge said fees to 
Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5681- 
10600/RCK. 

Also enclosed herewith are the following items: 
Return Receipt Postcard 



Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-0398 

Phone: (512) 853-8850 

Date: December 13. 2005 



Respectfully submitted, 




Robert C. K«6wert ^ 
Reg. No. 39,255 

ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANT(S) 
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